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MINUTES OF CHRISTLETON PARISH COUNCIL EXTRA ORDINARY MEETING 

Held on WEDNESDAY 11th November 2020 at 7.0 pm 

Via ZOOM Virtual Meeting 

APPROVED 

Present Cllr Luke Henley (Chairman) Susan Robson, John Beckitt, Elizabeth Inall, Kate Sinclair, 
Graham Ranger, Peter Tonge, Lauren Buckley Damian Murphy & Janet Brown. 
 
In Attendance: CWAC Cllr Stuart Parker & Sue Thwaite (Clerk) 
 
Apologies: There were no apologies for this meeting. 

Declaration of Disclosable Pecuniary Interests 

Cllr Janet Brown declared an interest in these proceeding and would not take part in any 
discussions or voting on the matters discussed. 

Cllr Murphy declared his sincere belief was that changes to the Village Green would not have 
any benefit or detrimental effect on the running of his business as he has parking arrangement 
with the Ring-o-Bells, the Church and his patients are also asked to use the Toastrack parking in 
the village, Cllr Murphy would take part in the discussions but not vote on any of the issues 
raised. 

Overview of Planit Proposals 

1. Cllr Beckitt has submitted a comprehensive overview of the project to all Councillors prior to the 
meeting together with an up-to-date Air Quality report showing the latest readings. 

2. The draft submission to CWAC for Section 106 money from the Saighton Camp development 
gave a good overview for the purposes of this meeting.  If we agree we are going to make a 
submission it would start on this basis. 

3. Cllr Sinclair raised a query regarding timing on when the draft submission be sent, Cllr Beckitt 
explained that after consultation with the Manager of the 106 Fund, that prior to putting it out to 
consultation it would be beneficial to submit an initial preliminary submission to CWAC so they 
are aware of what the plans are. 

4. The proposed sequence of activities is i) submit preliminary CWAC S106 application, ii) complete 
the Heritage Assessment and Tracking Study – the last two need to be done before we go to 
consultation, iii) go to consultation and iv) go back to CWAC with the results. 

5. Cllr Parker agreed that this was a good way to approach CWAC, to register an interest in applying 
for some S106 money as there were other projects also in the pipeline for funding. 

6. It was also agreed to support Cllr Sinclair, who is the lead on communications and engagement 
for the Council to form small sub-group to propose what we will take to the village in the form of 
a consultation.  The constitution of the group decided in a later minute. 

To consider Car parking proposals for the Village 

7. Cllr Beckitt summarised the three car parking proposals for a car park within the Village: 
a) Primary School Option – this option presented a number of problems with parking spaces 

outside the Primary School on Quarry Lane including vehicles reversing into highway, 
increase in pollution levels with drivers keeping engines running, noise levels at night and 
traffic speeding up along the road if there were no obstructions. 

b) Behind St. James Church – This presented difficulty as it is in Green Belt and very special 
circumstances would have to be justified for a car park to be built, this could prove to be a 
very long term project for such a project to come to fruition. 
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c) Christleton High School – Cllrs Beckitt & Ranger had recently met with the Governors and the 
Headteacher to discuss the possibility of providing some community car parking spaces in 
their grounds. 

Following the meeting Cllr Beckitt confirmed that the School were going to consider the 
proposals put forward and they will come back to the Parish Council in due course with their 
decision. 

8. Cllr Beckitt suggested that the car parking proposals are not put to the Village as the Primary 
School proposal is unacceptable to the residents, the Church proposal may never be delivered 
and the High School options are still being considered by the Governors & the Headteacher. 

9. Cllr Henley suggested that perhaps we should be looking not to re-site cars but to deter cars from 
the village.  There appears to be a discrepancy between encouraging walking and cycling with 
parking in the village continuing. 

10. It was also pointed out when previously discussed some 12 month ago the Council voted that 
cars would not be displaced from the centre of the village until there was somewhere for those 
cars to go, should this happen it would mean cars parking along Pepper Street, Birch Heath Lane 
etc. To propose such a change to that position it would have to be discussed as a separate issue 
and voted on again.  Cllr Sinclair suggested that we should maintain the current position, because 
if we start displacing cars down other roads we could end up with yellow lines throughout the 
village, it is behaviours we want to change.  

11. It was also pointed out that creating more car parking spaces would encourage parents dropping 
off and collecting their children from the High School would discourage them from using the Park 
& Stride option.  

12. It was pointed out that parking was a side issue and that the proposals were not about car 
parking but in reducing traffic flow through the village, slowing traffic down, reducing 
discretionary cut through traffic, reducing PM2.5 levels, changing the atmosphere in the centre 
of the village, and creating more green space and an attractive space for community events.  This 
will make people believe they should not be driving through the village and should be walking 
and cycling.  To do nothing we would accept the traffic flow we are now suffering and would be 
doing a dis-service to the residents, there was general agreement with this position. 

13. Cllr Sinclair suggest the narrative to present to the village would be reducing traffic flow and 
changing the atmosphere in the centre of the village, the short term plan is to maintain the same 
level of parking around the Village Green, however we are exploring other options for car parking 
but no feasibility studies or decisions have been made yet but will be looking to that in the 
future. 

14. There could be challenges about proving reduction in traffic flow, currently approximately 2500 
vehicles come through the village with 1200 being between 3.30pm and 7.30 pm – It is felt that 
the build-outs on Birch Heath Lane & Plough Lane could reduce the number by 200 on each road 
and when we produce a cyclist/pedestrian priority road on Rowton Bridge Road that could be in 
the region of 200 per day also.  So, a substantial reduction in flow through the village could be 
achieved. 

15. The aesthetics of the Village Green would be far more attractive than currently, with the new 
layout, providing a larger green space, increased planting, increased seating, and an attractive 
pedestrian friendly space for community events. 

16. The space for community events could be used for weekly vegetable and fruit markets, a 
Christmas Market and a range of activities that bring Village people together it will change the 
way people view the centre of the village. 

17. It was agreed that parking should not be presented to the village at this stage; it was too early.  
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Items 5 & 6 – Proposal for alterations to High School entrance on Village Road and proposals for 
Rowton Bridge Road/Quarry Lane & Village Road crossroads 

18. The North of the village we have the Village Green with its change of atmosphere complete with 
impact on flow and speed, and to the South of the Village we will have a Dutch style Rowton 
Bridge Road, a no priority Plough Lane junction and a pedestrian/cyclist only Village Road 
entrance to the High School which will reduce flow and speed of traffic through the Village.  

19. The Planit proposals for Rowton Bridge Road should be implemented in two stages – stage 2 may 
not be necessary. 

 Stage 1 – Nutmeg pebbled tarmac roadway and nutmeg footpath with pedestrian/cycle 
priority signs. 

 Stage 2 – Timed entry or flashing lights to provide access for permitted vehicles only at 
peak times along with no right turn off the A41. 

20. These issues are quite complex and would raise a number of questions regarding the surrounding 
areas, which may be avoided by implementation stage 1 alone. 

21. It was agreed that these proposals are put to the village, but without the parking proposals being 
included 

Proposal for Little Heath Road 

22. The two mastic strips on Little Heath Road by The Pit has proved to be unsuccessful due to excess 
noise.  These have now been covered up and the residents have stated that they did not want 
any further work done to the road without being consulted by CWAC or for it to go out to village 
consultation without them being consulted. 

23. Highways & Planit are now considering a proposal to narrow the road just before the Pit where 
the 40mph drops to 20mph.  To reduce the speed before the narrowing with several options 
being considered, this should be sufficient to put in the consultation document we support the 
narrowing, but we are still having work to do on how we handle the speed issue.  A trial would be 
required to ensure traffic queues acceptable at peak times and sufficient room for heavy good 
vehicles to negotiate. 

24. It was agreed to support the narrowing option for the village consultation document, and 
measures to reduce speed which would include dragon’s teeth and/or other measures. 

CWAC approval status and further work required 

25. There are four things CWAC have raised (i) need something half-way down Rowton Bridge Road 
to reduce speed (ii) something in front of narrowing on Little Heath Road to reduce speed (iii) 
Highways require a Heritage Assessment carrying out before we go out to consultation and (iv) 
carry out a tracking study to confirm that larger vehicles can get round the slightly sharper bend 
on the modified Village Green. 

To consider proposals for Village Green 

26. The briefing note highlighted the benefits of the Village Green proposal, vehicles would approach 
via a shallow ramps on attractive paved space, discourage discretionary A41/A51 traffic and 
slows vehicles down, simplifies traffic flows, remove conflicts and eliminates sight line issues, 
recovers a large area of Pepper Street roadway for use as paved area for community events and 
increased green space for grass or planting – Pocket Forest proposals are being considered for 
the Village Green and elsewhere in the Village.  Finally, the enlarged Village Green replaces most 
of the current on street parking with off street parking, which at some time in the future can see 
individual parking spaces ‘retired’ into more green space  

27. Discussion then centred around the indicative costing of £500K-£900K for the Village Green 
proposal.  Each of the benefits alone could not justify the expenditure but, when taken 
collectively the benefits are huge for the Village long term. 
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28. It was agreed that it is too early at this stage to discuss finishes e.g. paving, stone, surfacing and 
landscaping without knowing the outcome of the Heritage Assessment or tracking study, which 
could mean changes to the current plans. 

29. A suggestion to carry out an electronic census of the flow of traffic through the village at various 
stages, as the current information in briefing note was collected in 2017/2018 which is out of 
date.  As we are planning major changes it is important to know what the flows are currently 
which would substantiate the proposals. 

Proposed by Cllr Murphy and seconded by Cllr Sinclair:  That at some point post COVID, Cllr 
Beckitt will bring back to the Parish Council a proposal to measure flows and speeds of vehicles 
and types of vehicles on most major roads in and out of the centre of the Village. 

The proposal was carried unanimously (Cllr Brown & Cllr Murphy abstained). 

30. Cllr Inall raised concerns regarding the one-way system by the Parish Hall which could see an 
increase in road signs, it was agreed for Cllr Beckitt to go back to Planit to see what they say 
about signage in order to avoid urbanising the village centre. 

31. Cllr Sinclair raised the issue of two-way traffic past the Village Green where cars park on the S 
bend opposite the Ring-o-Bells and outside Lyndhurst, whilst the look and feel of the village will 
discourage people from parking, there are always some inconsiderate people who will park there 
particularly at school pick up time, which could effectively increase the parking capacity of the 
village green.  One way to avoid this issue would be to put in some sort of barrier such as steel 
pillar or planter, there is also something called a TRO which could discourage unsocial parking, 
this is something that we need to investigate further to formulate a plan for unsocial parking. 

To consider approving costs of Village Green Heritage and CWAC Tracking Survey 

32. Cllr Beckitt presented two quotations for approval the first was for the Tracking Survey, the 
company proposed has worked with Planit before and submitted their quotation of £400 which 
was an extremely competitive price for the work. 

33. Cllr Beckitt reported he had approached a number of companies to quote for the Heritage 
Assessment, all but one of which were unable to assist for various reasons.  The Company who 
did respond favourably has submitted a quotation of £1000 after visiting the village twice prior to 
quoting for the work and providing a 5-page Heritage Assessment summary free of charge. 

It was proposed that both quotations for the Tracking Survey and Heritage Assessment were 
approved, the proposal was carried unanimously (Cllr Brown & Cllr Murphy abstained). 

Funding 

Options 

34. Cllr Beckitt had outlined various funding sources in his brief to the Council and he is suggesting 
sending an outline submission to CWAC for funds from the Saighton Camp S106 Fund, for the 
whole proposal, requesting that they consider the application prior to us going out to 
consultation. 

35. To investigate other funding streams, Funding High Street, Heritage High Street, Historic England, 
and other funds and how we could access them 

36. To continue to pursue the developer of the University of Law whether or not they would be 
prepared to contribute to the funding of this project. 

It was agreed for Cllr Beckitt to present a preliminary submission to CWAC for S106 funds, 
investigate the University of Law developer to see if they would contribute to the scheme and 
other funding options for this project. 

37. Cllr Buckley explained the ‘Pocket Forest’ proposal which she would like to put to the Council to 
create ‘Pock Forests’ in one or two locations in the village.  Cllr Buckley explained that they could 
be created in small spaces, as small as car park size, a small area being planted densely with 
native species of trees, shrubs and ground cover – growth is a lot quicker than normal single tree 
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planting, better for wild life and supports bio-diversity – this could be carried out in some of the 
green spaces rather than just single planting, also improves air quality. 

38. This idea was strongly supported to look at in the future. 

Feedback on the proposals and which option should be presented to Christleton residents for their 
consideration and agreement. 

39. Cllr Sinclair outlined some proposals for the consultation which will form the agenda for 
deliberation by the sub-group referred to in minute 6 and detailed in minute 49 their 
recommendation will be presented to the January Parish Council meeting for approval. 

To discuss timescale for village presentation 

40. The sooner we can go to consultation the better, bearing in mind that we are unable to have 
fact-to-face consultations at present, means that we don’t miss out on two major funding 
options, S106 and University of Law developer – there is a risk element to this as we do not have 
a proper and full consultation that the whole village is happy with. 

41. The Tracking Survey and Heritage Assessment need to be carried out prior to any consultation 
which is estimated to take 2 – 4 weeks but planning the consultation could carry on in the 
meantime, which will take some time to pull together the consultation. 

42. Discussion on the timing centred on whether to go during the current restrictions or post COVID, 
in normal circumstances post COVID would be the best option, but by waiting we could miss the 
opportunity of securing the vital funding required.  By going to earlier consultation this would 
create credibility and give credence to the scheme when submitting a draft submission to CWAC, 
and the need to bear in mind that other people are looking for S106 money. 

43. Cllr Beckitt then went on to remind the meeting the sequencing of the key activities: 

(i) Submit preliminary CWAC Saighton Camp S106 application 
(ii) Complete Heritage Assessment and Tracking study 
(iii) Village consultation 
(iv) Confirm Saighton Camp S106 application 
(v) Installation of the improvements over several years as funding becomes available. 

 
To discuss method of communicating/presenting proposals to the Village 

44. We need to go to consultation as soon as possible, following outcome of Tracking Survey & 
Heritage Assessment. 

45. Concerns were highlighted that choosing certain areas to have a courtesy briefing is not wholly 
transparent enough as the changes affect all of the residents not just certain ones.  It was 
confirmed that no-one would be spoken to without agreement and it would be just prior to the 
full consultation taking place and that the courtesy briefing is to inform them that a consultation 
is coming out and we are seeking their views on the areas that affect them directly. 

46. The proposal to hold a courtesy briefing with a number of residents directly affected by the 
proposals was agreed. 

47. Methods of distribution were discussed considering the current COVID restrictions, this will be 
finalised when the booklet is ready for distribution. 

48. Cllr Sinclair asked for assistance on the consultation for wording and sense checking as it is better 
to have more than one person doing this. 

49. It was agreed that Cllrs Henley, Ranger & Beckitt would assist and Cllr Buckley would supply an 
input in to the ‘Pocket Forest’ ideas. 

50. Cllr Sinclair proposed a vote of thanks to Cllr Beckitt for all the work he has put into getting the 
Planit proposals so far on behalf of the Parish Council. 

 

The meeting closed at 9.05 p.m. CPC 11/11/20 


